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REMARKS 

Applicants appreciate the consideration shown by the Office as evidenced by the 
Office Action mailed on October 6, 2004. In that Office Action, the Examiner rejected 
claims 1-39 and objected to claim 30 on informalities. In this Response, Applicants have 
cancelled claims 2, 3, 6-9, 11, 13, 14, 24, 25, 27, 31, and 33-35; and have amended claims 1, 
4, 10, 12, 23, 26, 28, 30, 32, and 38. Applicants respectfully request favorable 
reconsideration in light of the above amendments and the following remarks. 

1. Claim Objections 

Applicants thank the Examiner for pointing out the inadvertent error in the 
dependency of claim 30. This claim has been amended to correct the oversight. Claim 30 
now properly depends from claim 29. 

2. Double Patenting 

Claim 7 has been cancelled, thereby rendering moot the objection to this claim. 

3. Claim Rejections-35 U.S.C. §102 

A. Spitsberg 

Claims 1-3, 6, 8, 9, 13-19, 21, 23-26, 29-32, 35-37, and 39 were rejected under 35 
U.S.C. §102(e) as being anticipated by Spitsberg (U.S. 6,699,607). Applicants respectfully 
traverse this rejection. 

Spitsberg does not teach, suggest, or disclose all limitations of independent claims 1, 
23, and 32. Each of these claims has been amended to recite a coating comprising an 
aluminate selected from the group consisting of a rare earth aluminate, calcium aluminate, 
magnesium aluminate, and combinations thereof. Spitsberg, a 102(e) reference which is 
commonly assigned with the present application, describes coatings of barium aluminate 
and/or strontium aluminate, but says nothing about the use of the aluminates recited in the 
present claims. Therefore, Applicants respectfuDy submit that claims 1 , 23, and 32, along 
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with their respective dependent claims, are allowable over Spitsberg. Favorable 
reconsideration of this rejection is respectfully requested. 

B. Lane et al. 

Claims 1, 11-14, 19, 23, 27, 28, 30-34, 36, and 39 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§102(e) as being anticipated by Lane et al. (U.S. 2004/0028941, herein referred to as "Lane"). 
Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection. 

Lane does not teach, suggest, or disclose all limitations of independent claims 1 , 23, 
and 32. Each of these claims has been amended to recite a bond coat comprising silicon 
metal. Lane does not teach, suggest, or disclose that such a bond coat can or should be used 
in its particularly described coating system. For example, the Examiner appears to equate 
with the bond coat of the present claims the description in Lane regarding the use of an 
oxygen barrier layer, wherein the barrier layer may be mullite, zircon, zirconium phosphate, 
or yttrium silicate. Paragraph 0023. Lane further adds that "the barrier layer should be 
selected to be chemically and physically compatible with" the substrate and a particular 
insulating coating. Id. There is no suggestion that a coating comprising silicon metal would 
be suitable in the described coating system, given the particular compatibility requirements 
imposed on coatings by the system Lane describes. Moreover, Lane goes on to teach away 
from the use of the bond coats recited in- the claims of the present application. In paragraph 
0024, Lane describes the use of bond coats on non-oxide ceramic substrates of the type 
recited in the present claims. Lane restricts the universe of possible bond coats to " oxide 
bond layers... disposed between the non-oxide ceramic substrate and the ceramic insulating 
coating" and bases this restriction of using oxide bond layers on non-oxide substrates on 
their thermal expansion properties. Thus there is nothing in Lane that would motivate one 
skilled in the art to apply a bond coat comprising silicon metal in a coating system of the 
type recited by independent claims 1, 23, and 32. Applicants respectfully submit that claims 
1, 23, and 32, along with their respective dependent claims, are allowable over Lane. 
Favorable reconsideration of this rejection is respectfully requested. 



Serial No. 10/678,815 



Docket No. 128888-1 



4. Claim Rejections-35 U.S.C. §103 

In each of four separate rejections under section 103, the Examiner applied Wang et 
al., U.S. 6,299,988, hereinafter "Wang," in combination with a reference describing use of a 
ceramic protective coating system on a superalloy substrate. The Examiner relies on Wang 
in each case to provide a teaching that "silicon containing metal substrates are used as 
substrates for turbine component engines, and that these substrates are compatible with 
coatings like those taught by" the combined reference. Office Action, page 4, lines 6-8. 
However, independent claims 1, 23, and 32 have been amended to recite a substrate 
comprising at least one selected from the group consisting of silicon carbide and silicon 
nitride, thereby incorporating the limitations recited in originally filed claims 14 and 31, 
neither of which was included in any of the section 103 rejections. None of the references 
contains a suggestion that the protective coatings would be suitable for use on substrates of 
the type recited in the amended independent claims. Applicants respectfully submit that 
amended claims 1 , 23, and 32, and their respective dependent claims, are patentably distinct 
from each of the references, alone or in combination, applied under section 103. 

5. Conclusion 

In light of the remarks and amendments presented herein, Applicants believe that 
this serves as a complete response to the subject Office Action. If, however, any issues 
remain unresolved, the Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned at the number 
provided below. 




Respectfully submitted, 
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